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Before:  HUG, B. FLETCHER, and McKEOWN, Circuit Judges.

Eric L. Mikota, a Washington state prisoner, appeals pro se from an order

by the district court dismissing his petition for writ of habeas corpus.  The district
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court had jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. § 2254.  We have jurisdiction under 28

U.S.C. § 1291 and 28 U.S.C. § 2253.  We affirm.  

On June 15, 2000 a fight broke out among inmates in the prison yard at the

Washington State Penitentiary where Mikota was incarcerated.  A prison guard

who observed the fight filed a report implicating Mikota.  On the day following

the fight, a nurse examined Mikota and noted four small bruises on the sides of his

body, which the nurse noted could be "old."  Mikota had a hearing on the charges

that he participated in the fight, and was found guilty by the hearing officer and

given 10 days in isolation, 20 days segregation, and loss of 90 days of "good time

credit."   

The instant habeas petition challenges the loss of 90 days of "good time

credit" as being unsupported by the "some evidence" standard articulated in

Superintendent v. Hill, 472 U.S. 445 (1985).  It is undisputed that Mikota has a

protected liberty interest in his good time credits, and the question on appeal is

whether he was deprived of that liberty interest without due process.  See Wolff v.

McDonnell, 418 U.S. 539 (1974).  

Procedural due process demands that "the findings of the prison disciplinary

board are supported by some evidence in the record."  Hill, 472 U.S. at 454

(1985)(emphasis added).  The standard does not require a examination of the
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entire record, independent assessment of the credibility of the witnesses or

weighing of the evidence.   Instead the only question is whether "any evidence in

the record ... could support the conclusion reached by the disciplinary board."  Id.

at 455-56.  

The district court pointed to two pieces of incriminating evidence that were

undisputed.  First, the petitioner was fighting or in the immediate area of a large

group fight.  Second, Mikota had bruises on his body.  

Mikota’s argument that this evidence fails to meet the "some evidence"

threshold is unavailing.  The Supreme Court has held that when reviewing a prison

disciplinary decision, this court should not independently assess the credibility of

witnesses or reweigh the evidence.  Hill, 472 U.S. at 455-56.  The record of the

hearing shows that the hearing officer considered all the evidence and rejected

petitioner’s exculpatory explanations as to the evidence presented. 

We find that "some evidence" supports the disciplinary measures imposed

upon Mikota by the hearing officer. Therefore, we affirm.  

AFFIRMED
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